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Camp Kilpatrick AWARE Program Evaluation Study

This study represents an important development in the evolution of the Los Angeles Probation Department.
Over the past 10 years, the Department has faced several issues and problems in the camps (Newell &
Leap, 2013). While the Department has previously focused on compliance to mandates directed at these
problems, this study marks an important advancement in Probation’s approach to reform. Rather than
taking a reactionary approach to a problem, Probation is driving practice with discussions of “what works” in
order to benefit the long-term success of Probation youth, their families, and their communities.

The primary hypothesis tested in this study was whether AWARE youth would have better outcomes than
Non-AWARE youth. Data were retrieved from the Probation Case Management System (PCMS) for 112
youth who arrived at Camp Kilpatrick and participated in the AWARE Program between January 1, 2010
and December 31, 2011. A matched group of 112 youth (based on age, race, and risk score at arrival to
camp) entering other camps during this time were identified as a Non-AWARE comparison group. In
addition to PCMS data, data were extracted from case files for 35 youth (31% of 112) drawn from each of
these groups for a total of 70 youth. Both the PCMS data and the case file data provided substantial insight
into the experiences of AWARE and Non-AWARE youth 1 year prior to the arrest/petition that led to their
placements in Camp Kilpatrick or a different camp (Time 1), at the time of the arrest/petition leading to their
placements (Time 2); during their camp placements (Time 3); upon exit from their camp placements (Time
4); and 1 year after exit from camp or when the case terminated—whichever came first (Time 5).

Better outcomes in the current study are defined and measured as improvement in social and educational
functioning and a decrease in antisocial and criminal behavior. Findings from this report are synthesized
and reported relative to each desired outcome. As these findings are reviewed, it is important to consider
the trends and patterns that arise as well as the statistically significant differences—in other words, the
trends found in the data should be considered seriously (albeit cautiously) when making conclusions about
the impact of the AWARE Program. Given the small number of cases used in the case file reviews, true
differences may not reach significance because there is not enough “statistical power;” thus the absence of
statistical significance should not be taken as evidence to disregard the finding."

1 Cases were limited to 35 cases per group because of study time constraints. Case file reviews require between 6-8 hours of
review and coding to ensure all available information is reviewed and recorded in an accurate way.
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Demographics and Characteristics of AWARE and Non-AWARE Youth

Youth in the AWARE and Non-AWARE groups were largely African-American or Latino and were, on
average, 16 (Non-AWARE) to 17 (AWARE) years old at the time of the arrest that led to the study
camp placement.

Over half of the youth in both groups came from Service Planning Areas (SPAs) 6, 7 and 8.

Youth in both groups were most often charged with robbery, burglary, or weapon offenses for their
arrest that resulted in the camp placement identified in this study.

o From the case file reviews, we also know that a third of all charges occurred at school and
another third were related to their living situation at the time (e.g., home, group home, foster
care, etc.).

Two-thirds or more of youth in all groups had previous contact with the juvenile justice system prior to
the current Probation involvement, and the majority of these youth were classified as high risk or
moderate risk by the LARRC tool.

Most AWARE and Non-AWARE youth were on probation supervision and had experienced placement
in juvenile hall, suitable placement (group homes), and/or camp in the prior year when they received a
new arrest or a violation that led to the study camp placement.

Using the arrest that eventually led to the study camp placement, youth spent just under two years (on
average) between their arrest/petition and exit from the study camp placement, and these youth spent
approximately 5 to 6 months (on average) in camp during this time.

From the case file reviews, we also know the following about the behavioral health of AWARE and
Non-AWARE youth at the time of arrest:

o A mental health problem and/or a substance abuse problem was indicated in three-quarters or
more of youth in both groups.
The types of behavioral health interventions most often received by these youth before and
during their probation supervision were (in order of those most prevalent) individual therapy,
family therapy (general), alcohol/drug education, group therapy, and alcohol/drug outpatient
treatment.

% From the case file reviews, we also know the following about the educational performance of AWARE

and Non-AWARE youth at the time of arrest:




o Almost all youth in both groups experienced academic, attendance, and behavioral problems
at school.
The types of educational interventions most often received by these youth were (in order of
most prevalent) an Individualized Education Plan meeting request, tutoring services, and/or
school/based counseling.

+»» For AWARE youth, the most frequently played sports were baseball and soccer followed by football,
track, and basketball. One-fifth of the participants played more than one sport during their participation
in the AWARE Program.

Findings for Behavioral Outcomes

Findings in this section are based on analysis of data derived from Probation Case Management System
and from case files on a sub-sample of AWARE and Non-AWARE youth. The results are synthesized and
reported relative to the impact of the AWARE Program on educational performance, disciplinary problems,
risk levels, recidivism, and involvement with Probation.

+¢+ Educational performance

Both AWARE and Non-AWARE improved noticeably on several educational indicators; however,
AWARE youth were more likely to show statistically significant change on regular attendance and were
doing well academically during the tracking period. In fact, the difference between improvement
exhibited by AWARE and non-AWARE youth for regular attendance was marginally significant (p<.10).
With regard to doing well academically, the change from arrest/petition to tracking was statistically
significant for AWARE youth, but the overall difference between groups was not statistically significant.

Disciplinary problems

Behavior at school and outside of school improved dramatically for both AWARE and Non-AWARE
youth over time. The decreases were particularly large for AWARE youth on all behavior measures.
As evidence of improved behavior during their camp placements, AWARE youth were almost twice as
likely to be released early from Camp Kilpatrick for good behavior as their Non-AWARE counterparts.
Despite larger reductions for AWARE youth on all disciplinary measures, these differences were not
significantly different across AWARE and Non-AWARE youth.




+» Risk Level as Measured by the Los Angeles Risk and Resiliency Checkup (LARRC)

Changes in average LARRC scores were examined using regression models that showed no
statistically significant change between AWARE and Non-AWARE youth on their LARRC scores from
the time they were placed in camp and at the time they were released. A better measure of reduced
risk would be to test initial LARRC scores with scores collected at the end of the tracking period;
however, the data available had too much missing data to compare the scores in this manner.

Recidivism

AWARE youth were less likely to have new juvenile arrests between their arrest/placement and camp
exit and this difference was significant using a Chi-Square test of significance; however, when
regression models were used, juvenile recidivism did not vary significantly across groups by any
measure. Similarly, recidivism measured by adult arrests and convictions did not vary across AWARE
and Non-AWARE youth over time.

Involvement with Probation.
Overall, more youth were spending time at home during the tracking period than 1 year prior to the

arrest/petition that lead to the study camp placement, fewer youth were placed in juvenile hall, and
fewer youth were placed in suitable placement. This pattern was similar across both groups.

Findings from Interviews with Previous AWARE Program Participants

Twenty-one men who previously participated in the Camp Kilpatrick AWARE Sports Program were
interviewed for this study. These men were identified through a combination of (1) snowball sampling
within community-based organizations that serve former probation youth and emerging adults, and (2)
young men (18 years old or older) who had participated in the AWARE program and were still the under
supervision of the Los Angeles County Probation Department.

The interview protocol was designed to cover three distinct time periods: Early Childhood and Pre-Camp
Kilpatrick, Camp Kilpatrick (6-9 months, generally), and Life After Camp Kilpatrick. The majority of
interviewees (52%) were 18 years old, followed by 19% of participants who were 19 years old. The
remaining 29% of interviewees spanned 22 to 39 years old. Youth of color made up most of the study
sample, comprising 86% of individuals interviewed. More than half of participants (53%) interviewed were
Latino, followed by 33% African American, with the remaining 14% of interviewees classified as White.

The responses from previous AWARE participants reinforced the findings from the case file data and
provided additional details to more directly understand their experience in the AWARE Program, including
the following:




Prior to entering Camp Kilpatrick and participating in the AWARE Program, respondents faced a
number of challenges in their lives: many had no father present in their lives, experienced school
problems, engaged in drug use, and were associated with gangs.

Most had a previous history in the juvenile justice system, including previous camp placements.
Respondents reported playing sports at school as a way to keep them out of trouble.

Participation in AWARE was viewed as a positive experience by all the respondents. Specifically, they
reported that their participation helped in several ways, including:

o Providing male role models that helped to offset the experience of having an absentee father;
Instilling hope and belief in their success—the coaches made them feel trusted and capable;
Stressing teamwork, which provided a reprieve from gang and racial tensions;

Providing the opportunity to connect to family by inviting them to games;
Providing incentives to behave during their camp stay; and,
Developing positive relationships with adults who cared.

Respondents were not critical of AWARE; however, they offered the following recommendations based
on their experiences:
o Access to more extracurricular activities (e.g., art, music, shop, etc.) for all youth at the camp;
o More access to counseling and practical educational opportunities (e.g., domestic violence
programs, parenting programs, etc.) to support the physical, mental, and emotional health of
youth;
More family involvement and connections while in camp; and
More follow-up/connection after they were released from the camp.

At the time of the interview, the majority of respondents were performing well educationally, having
finished their high school education, and attending or completing college or trade school.

Most of the respondents reported having a stable living environment and working in either full or part-
time employment.

Respondents also reported minimal contact with the criminal justice system. Only a quarter of those
interviewed were re-incarcerated post-Camp Kilpatrick due to probation violations, and no one reported
being re-incarcerated for committing a new crime.

Taken together, how youth are treated while they are “locked-up” matters, and it will have a profound effect
on their lives. For these respondents, the AWARE program provided a “value added” beyond its immediate
activities. The majority of the sample drew upon the behavior of coaches and staff as role models,
remembered their advice and several have maintained relationships long after camp, still turning to these
men in times of need. The men interviewed have taken the lessons of camaraderie, discipline, and hope,
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and had successfully integrated them into their own lives and those of their families. While sports clearly
contributed to the resiliency of respondents, athletic involvement was decidedly not the most meaningful
part of this program, instead having programming for youth development, encouraging team-building,
having male adult mentors, and fostering pro-social relationships had the most significant and sustainable
impact.

Study Recommendations

Based on the findings summarized above, we offer the following recommendations for consideration.

Programmatic Recommendations

The current study provides evidence that the AWARE Program has positive impact for those who
participate; however, participation in this program is not a panacea for all the emotional and environmental
challenges faced by participants, particularly when they leave Camp Kilpatrick. Its impact was positive but
also limited in the current study. Although this study provides support for continuing the AWARE Program,
its continuation should be considered within the context of other issues such as:

v' Building relationships: What seemed to make the most significant, long-standing impact on previous
AWARE participants were the relationships they made with coaches and teammates. In particular,
their participation inspired and reinforced hope and the belief that they were bigger and more capable
than their current circumstance. This element of the AWARE Program is perhaps its most critical
component and should be expanded to all youth in camps.

Expanding the opportunity: The AWARE Program is a positive youth development activity that
generated positive, supportive relationships, hope, belief in oneself, and motivation to succeed among
its participants. The benefits of such programming should not be limited to a few youth; rather, if
AWARE continues, other extracurricular activities (including intermural sports, art, music, and shop to
name a few) should be available for all youth at the camps. It is important to note that interview
respondents did not emphasize the importance of the privileges as significant to their success.
Instead, they remembered and learned from the relationships they built.

Connecting programming: Positive youth development activities such as AWARE should be connected
to appropriate treatment programs that meet the needs of the youth. The youth coming to camps and
to the AWARE Program face a number of challenges in their communities and within their families.
Many have experienced trauma in their lives and often find more incentives (and sometimes pressure)
to make bad decisions than good ones. AWARE and other positive youth development programs are
critical to the healing process for youth in camps, but they need more skills, resources, and support to
maintain positive change when they return to the community forces that originally propelled them into
the juvenile justice system.




Practice Recommendations

The results from this study emphasize the need to consider current Probation practice for youth in camps
and their transition back into the community. To reach its maximum effectiveness, in other words, the
AWARE Program and any other type of positive youth development must fit within the larger context of
Probation’s mission, goals, practices, and policies. Efforts are currently underway to improve services for
youth in camps and their reentry back into the community when they exit (e.g., CCTP), but this study raises
the need to ensure these efforts and future ones address critical issues to support youth success.

v"Integrate family interaction and programming into the youth’s camp stay. Youth want and need to stay
connected to family members during their stays, and family members need to be prepared—through
education and support--to contribute to their child’s success when he/she returns home.

Create weamless transitions to appropriate educational placements should be a priority in the aftercare
planning for these youth. The majority of youth are not enrolled in school upon exit, and enrollment
rates remain lower than those at arrest/petition during tracking.

Develop creative incentives for probation staff to build positive mentoring-type relationships with youth
while in camp and continue the support when the youth is transitioned back into the community—to
what extent is there “continuity of care” for these youth?

Develop and implement ways to sustain the relationships and positive behaviors built in camp when
youth return to the community.

Assess youths' risks and needs and use this information to drive case planning and the connection to
appropriate services for youth. The LARRC should be administered at regular intervals and directly
connected to case planning decisions.

Explore the role of violations in keeping youth under Probation supervision for long periods of time and
how they potentially contribute to a rotating door of camp admissions and exits. If violations are being
used as a tool to control bad behavior (i.e., a deterrent), is it an effective tool or would a different
approach result in better outcomes for youth?

In general, this study underscores the need for Probation to realign its work to achieve public safety
and rehabilitation by accurately identifying and appropriately addressing the needs of the youth,
providing effective programming and approaches to help youth make better decisions, and supporting
youth as they experience changes and the challenges associated with those changes.




Data Recommendations

v PCMS is limited in its ability to track and assess outcomes for youth generally and program
effectiveness specifically. Case files contain more information, but the data are not always easy to find
because documentation is not consistent or standardized. Processes and systems should be
implemented that allow real-time tracking of youth progress and the ability for Probation to measure
what it is doing and how well it is doing it on a regular basis.

Establish an infrastructure from which a deliberate and meaningful research agenda can be executed
on a regular and consistent basis in order to (1) better understand the practices of Probation, (2)
assess which of these practices is meaningful and effective, and (3) contribute to Probation decision-
making around practices and policies intended to improve outcomes for youth, their families, and their
communities.




Background

In 1986, the Los Angeles County Probation Department and Los Angeles County Office of Education
(LACOE) jointly designed and implemented the AWARE (Academics with Athletics Reaching Excellence)
Sports Program at the Camp Kilpatrick youth correctional facility. This program is intended to expose high-
risk youth in Camp Kilpatrick to positive experiences and achievement in academics and athletics.
Academically, AWARE helps youth develop self-confidence and enthusiasm for learning by providing tutors
from Pepperdine University and the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA).

The athletic component of AWARE uses sporting events to develop participants’ sense of fair play,
teamwork, honesty and integrity. AWARE coaches serve as positive role models and work to build
camaraderie between youth from different racial and ethnic groups and neighborhoods. They focus on
positive youth development; attempt to foster an atmosphere of cooperation, enthusiasm and
encouragement; and provide a structured approach to athletic competition. In particular, AWARE coaches
help participants understand how practice, teamwork and skill-building exercises contribute to long-term
success. Youth participation in athletics is also intended to build trust and interpersonal relationships
among teammates as well as helping to build individual resiliency.

The AWARE participants may play in one or more of the following athletic teams: football, soccer,
basketball, track, and baseball. Youth are “recruited” from other Probation camps and juvenile halls based
on their athletic abilities, and transferred to Camp Kilpatrick where AWARE athletes are distinguished by
dress and living quarters (i.e., they are housed in the “Sports Dormitory”). Additionally, they are allowed to
travel to the sports games without restraints or handcuffs and family members are encouraged to attend.
The program has full membership in the California Interscholastic Federation (CIF), which allows teams to
engage in Alpha League competitions at the varsity and junior varsity levels. Approximately 100 youth
participate in these programs annually.

Some critics of the AWARE Program question its ability to reach its program goals. In other words, do
AWARE participants truly experience the positive outcomes the program espouses? Others argue that the
elite status given to the participants creates disparities for youth who do not participate in the program, and
yet another criticism involves the extent to which the programming truly benefits the participants.

Proponents of the program, on the other hand, believe the program plays a critical role in the rehabilitation
of youth placed in camps. Participants have both a structure in which to learn and an incentive to make
more positive decisions. Engaging in team sports not only provides physical activity but also exposes
youth to team-building, encouraging respect and friendships across barriers of race/ethnicity and
geography. These skills (and others), they argue, produce resiliency against risk factors faced by AWARE
participants when they return to their communities.




This debate is interwoven into discussions of what should happen with the AWARE Program when Camp
Kilpatrick is redesigned. In the absence of data, decisions are easily swayed by anecdotal information and
emotion. With data, however, those same conversations can be directed in a productive way—using all the
information to produce a thoughtful decision to improve outcomes for Probation youth and their families.

Study Purpose

This study examines whether AWARE Program participants have better outcomes than youth placed in
camps who do not participate in this program. The Los Angeles Probation Department is currently
reconstructing Camp Kilpatrick's programming and structure by building a state-of-the-art facility and
incorporating best practices and evidence-based programming into its operation. Consistent with this
vision, the Department commissioned this study to integrate empirical findings into the programming
discussion, particularly as it relates to the maintaining the AWARE Sports Program in the new plan. To this
end, we test whether the AWARE program produces better outcomes by testing the following research
hypothesis:

Research Hypothesis: AWARE Sports Program participants will have better outcomes than youth from
other camps during the same time who did not participate in the AWARE Sports Program.

Support for this hypothesis is drawn from evaluations of athletic programs for juvenile justice-involved
youth. Although limited, research suggests that sports programs, in some circumstances, reduce
delinquency. A report by Cameron and MacDougall (2000) investigated a number of sports programs that
appeared to have a positive effect on reducing delinquency, including wilderness therapy programs and
community sports events. The two wilderness programs had low recidivism rates (about 15 to 20%), and
the “sports carnivals” (organized sporting events hosted in Australia) were successful in reducing drug use
and preventing crime in the community.

More recently, Vermillion (2007) found that sports participation had a moderate impact on reducing
negative behaviors. Youth who participated in sports spent more time per week on homework and exhibited
a somewhat smaller number of troubling or delinquent behaviors such as being sent to the principal’s office,
getting into fights, and parental notification for poor behavior or grades.

One mechanism by which athletic programming may reduce delinquency is the intense physical activity
required to play sports (Wilson & Lispey, 2000). A meta-analysis of wilderness challenge programs for
delinquent youth found that youth who participated in these programs were 18% less likely to recidivate
than similar youth who did not participate. The factors most predictive of program success were the high
intensity of physical activity and the inclusion of a therapeutic component. Similarly, a 2007 cross-sectional
survey of nearly 4,000 adolescents in Ontario also found a positive association between juvenile
delinquency and vigorous physical activity among adolescent males (Faulkner et al., 2007).




The impact of athletic programming on delinquency may also be reflective of involving high-risk youth in
positive youth development programming. Positive youth development programs recognize the importance
of offering structured strengths-based activities during non-school hours and having interested adults work
with troubled youth to broaden their perspectives, create trusting relationships, and enhance their social
and life skills. Fraser-Thomas, et al. (2005), for example, tested the impact of positive youth development
experiences derived from involvement in athletic activities on their subsequent behaviors. Participation in
these programs reduced obesity and the likelihood of smoking and stress while increasing self-esteem, life
satisfaction, social success, positive peer relationships, leadership skills, and academic performance.
Additionally, this study highlighted the importance of positive “child—adult (parent/coach) relationships” as a
critical component to program success. The authors summarized the key factors of an effective program:

The applied sport-programming model of positive youth development proposes that if policy-
makers, sport organizations, coaches, and parents are successful in developing and implementing
youth sport programs that consider youths’ stages of development, in conducting the programs
appropriate settings, and in fostering developmental assets, youth will subsequently have positive
sport experiences and emerge as competent, confident, connected, compassionate, character-rich
members of society (p. 33).

Despite research supporting the effectiveness of athletic programming on improving developmental
outcomes, other research suggests that sports programs may have limited efficacy in reducing

delinquency. Thus, the contrary expectation to the research hypothesis is a test of “no difference”—also
known as a null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis: AWARE Sports Program participants will not have better outcomes than youth from other
camps during the same time who did not participate in the AWARE Sports Program.

Some research supports the absence of positive effects for AWARE. In a summary of research, for
instance, Robins (1990) found that sports programs neither reduced nor increased delinquency. Based on
a longitudinal survey of 6,000 Chicago youth, Gardner et al. (2011) found higher rates for some types of
non-violent crimes for boys participating in sports programs compared to their non-participating
counterparts. Specifically, boys who participated in non-athletic activities were 39% less likely to participate
in nonviolent delinquent acts than boys who participated in sports. Gardner et al. also found, however, that
the relationship between sports participation and delinquency was mediated by “deviant peer affiliations”
and “unstructured socializing.” In other words, participation in athletic activities was less effective if the
youth was affiliated with delinquent peers and their time was spent socializing with peers in an unstructured
setting.

The debate between these two perspectives continues as researchers seek to better understand the
relationship between athletic programming and delinquency. This study intends to contribute to this body of
knowledge by testing these hypotheses with a cohort of youth who participated in AWARE and a matched
comparison group of youth in camps during the same timeframe. More specifically, the study analyses
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Probation Case Management System (PCMS) data and Probation case file data to assess whether
AWARE participants compared to Non-AWARE youth exhibited:

Decreases in disciplinary problems;

Improvement in educational performance;

Reduction in mental health and substance abuse problems;

Improvements in Los Angeles Risk and Resiliency Check-up (LARRC) scores at exit from camp; and,
Decreases in recidivism and involvement with Probation.

Additionally, interviews with young men who previously participated in the AWARE program were
conducted to capture, from their perspective, whether and how the program may have contributed to a
successful reentry into the community.

The results of the PCMS and case file data analysis are presented in Chapter 2, and the themes identified
from AWARE participant interviews are described in Chapter 3. Taken together, we hope the findings help
the Los Angeles County Probation Department and its partner agencies better understand the impact of the
AWARE program and contribute to informed decision-making around “what works” for this population.




A Brief Overview of Study Methodology

This study uses an ex post facto research design in which the “treatment” group (i.e., youth who
participated in the AWARE program) is compared to a “comparison” group of youth who did not participate
in the AWARE program. The treatment group includes all youth who entered Camp Kilpatrick between
January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2011 and participated in the AWARE program. The “comparison”
group was selected from youth who did not participate in AWARE and were entering from other camps
during this timeframe.

Selection of comparison youth was accomplished using probabilistic matching procedures based on
race/ethnicity, age, and LARRC scores at time of arrest. Statistical comparisons of the treatment and
comparison group showed no significant differences on these factors, supporting the proposition that the
two groups are equivalent in these critical ways. This procedure, however, can only ensure parity on
matched factors. Other important factors (such as athletic ability, mental illness, gang membership, and
family support/stability) are not measured in the Probation Case Management System (PCMS) and could
not be matched across groups. While we have no reason to believe that these factors vary significantly
between groups, results should be interpreted carefully given this limitation.

Case File Data Collection

In addition to the PCMS data, a subsample of 35 youth from both groups was randomly selected for more
in-depth case file data collection. During the case file coding, some of the cases mistakenly classified as
comparison group cases were discovered to be AWARE cases. These cases were coded and
subsequently moved to the treatment group, which resulted in two complications. First, movement of cases
from one group to another converted the AWARE subsample from a random sample to a convenience
sample, and secondly, the matched group for comparison cases had to be re-selected. As a result, the
Non-AWARE cases used for case file data collection represent the first matched sample, whereas the Non-
AWARE cases used for PCMS data analysis represent a second matched sample. These events do not
compromise the samples or results, but it is important to know that results for the Non-AWARE PCMS
subsample should not be directly compared to the Non-AWARE case file subsample. Rather, the two
groups represent similar but different samples from the larger “Other Camp” population.

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 display demographics and other important characteristics of the study groups found in
the PCMS data, which not only provides a profile of the cases used for this study but also establishes the
comparability between the two groups.
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Differences across groups were tested using Chi-Square tests, and changes in behavior over time within
groups from arrest/petition to tracking were tested using the McNemar test to determine if the change
reached statistical significance. If the change was significant in one or both groups, multinomial regression
was used to test whether the changes across time were significantly different between groups (i.e., AWARE
v. Non-AWARE youth). It should be noted, however, that since the sample size for the case file review
analysis is relatively small, true differences may not reach the level of statistical significance. As a resuilt,
findings are predominately presented in terms of trends and patterns demonstrated in the data within and
across groups.

Table 2.1: Summary of Youth Characteristics across All Study Cases and
Cases Selected for Case File Data Collection
ALL CASES CASE FILE CASES
All AWARE = Non-AWARE AWARE Non-AWARE

Cases Cases Cases Cases
(N=112) (N=112) (N=35) (N=35)

Race/Ethnicity |
African-American 44% 48% 7 46% 47%
Latino 48% 48% 43% 42%
Caucasian 8% 4% 11% 3%

Average Age 16.03 (1.32) 15.82 (1.33) 15.57 (1.48) 15.65 (1.26)

Service Planning Area
SPA 1 % 10% 14% 11%
SPA 2 1% 10% 3% 6%
SPA 3 10% 1% 1% 14%
SPA 4 9% % 14% 8%
SPA5 4% 0 0 0
SPA 6 26% 29% 23% 20%
SPA7 13% 7% 14% 9%
SPA 8 18% 22% 17% 31%

Charge Related Information

Original Charge
Robbery 32% 27% 29% 29%
Burglary 13% 17% 14% 23%
Weapon Offenses 12% 12% 11% 6%
Assault (PC 242-PC 245) 9% 9% 6% 11%
Vandalism (PC 594) 8% 6% 11% 9%

Original Charge Type
Felony 87% 82% 80% 86%
Misdemeanor 12% 15% 17% 14%

Arrest/Petition Charge Related to...
Living Situation 34% 29%
Occurred at School 34% 26%

*Difference between groups is statistically significant at p<.05. 'Difference between groups is statistically significant at .p<.10.

NOTE: Percentages across categories do not add to 100% due to missing data (SPA) and “Other Type” of charge in Charge

Type (3%).

“--“indicates no data were available for this particular group or time period.
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In general, the AWARE and Non-AWARE groups were similar for both PCMS data comparisons and for
case file data collection comparisons—a conclusion underscored by the absence of statistically significant
differences on any characteristic across groups (see Table 2.1). As shown in this table, youth in all groups
were largely African-American or Latino and were, on average, 15 or 16 (years old at the time of their
arrest). Over half of these youth came from Service Planning Areas (SPAs) 6, 7 and 8, and they were most
often charged with robbery, burglary, or weapon offenses. Approximately, a third of all charges occurred at
school and another third occurred at home (case file data collection only).

Table 2.2: Summary of Risk-Related Information across All Study Cases and
Cases Selected for Case File Data Collection
ALL CASES 7 CASE FILE CASES
All AWARE Non-AWARE AWARE Non-AWARE
Cases Cases Cases Cases
(N=112) (N=112) (N=35) (N=35)
Risk To Reoffend Measures
Had a Prior Criminal History 70% 67% 69% 66%
LARRC Level before Admission
High 66% 67% 60% 46%
Moderate 32% 31% 34% 54%
Low 2% 2% 6% 0
Time in System (in Months)
Time Between Arrest & Exit 18.35 (12.11) | 21.24 (12.10) 19.39 (14.33) | 19.91(12.34)

Time Spent in Study Camp Placement | 5.88 (2.21) 6.21 (3.28) 5.41(2.37) 5.14 (2.44)
*Difference between groups is statistically significant at p<.05. 'Difference between groups is statistically significant at .10 level.

Risk-related characteristics are presented in Table 2.2. Similar to Table 2.1, no statistically significant
differences were found across groups for these characteristics, indicating that the AWARE and Non-
AWARE groups are comparable to one another. According to these results, two-thirds or more of youth in
all groups had previous contact with the juvenile justice system, and the majority of these youth were
classified as high risk or moderate risk by the LARRC tool. Using the arrest that eventually led to the study
camp placement, youth spent just under two years (on average) their arrest/petition and exit from the study
camp placement, and these youth spent approximately 5 to 6 months (on average) in camp during this

time.

Table 2.3 provides insight into the distribution of AWARE participants by the ty